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Abstract
Examining the Integrative Impacts of Trust and Distrust Sub-Dimensions on Employee
Discretionary Behavior
Author: Alexandra Silverman
Advisor: Jessica Wildman, Ph.D.
While trust and distrust in subordinate-supervisor relationships have been studied and
linked to numerous positive and negative discretionary workplace outcomes, research has
largely overlooked the impact of their sub-dimensions, competence and intent, in these
relationships. Furthermore, although there has been research noting the impact of
emotional exhaustion on discretionary behaviors such as OCB and CWB, limited research
has examined its impact on the relationship between trust/distrust in supervisors and the
discretionary behaviors, as well as those pertaining to the sub-dimensions of trust and
distrust and the behavioral outcomes. The current study analyzed a sample of 301
employees in the United States to explore the extent to which a subordinate’s trust or
distrust in their supervisor’s competence or intent, and their interactions, impact
subsequent discretionary behavioral outcomes (i.e., OCB and CWB). LPA, CFA, ANOVA
and regression are the main statistical analyses imposed. Results support trust and distrust
as distinct constructs. There is not support for the proposed contexts of sub-dimensional
trust and distrust, but exhaustion is shown to be a moderator. Limitations include the small
random sample, which inhibits the assumption of equal variance under the proposed
contexts, as well as possible reduced variance from dichotomization of variables for
analyses. This is due to the choice to use archival data in analysis.
Keywords: trust, distrust, competence, intent, subordinate-supervisor relationship,
discretionary behavior, emotional exhaustion
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Desired workplace outcomes such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job
performance, and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are a crucial component of
the trust relationship between an employee and their supervisor (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2007;
Brower et al., 2009). To illustrate, Ultimate Software (known as the merged UKG today)
and the Center for Generational Kinetics reported that 80% of employees claimed to not
need their managers in order to perform their jobs (Rogers, 2018). A third of respondents
to the Edelman Trust Barometer reportedly do not trust their supervisors, although when
they do have that trust employees are 23% more likely to help create solutions and offer
suggestions (Ladika, 2021). Opposite this, distrust toward supervisors (mostly immediate
managers) has been indicative of employee turnover and has cost organizations billions of
dollars each year due to decreases in productivity (Rogers, 2018).
The present study aims to expand upon current understanding of trust and distrust in
supervisors in three ways. First, trust and distrust in one’s supervisor are to be analyzed as
disparate antecedents of organizational outcomes. Trust and distrust have been shown to be
impactful within work relationships, but there is still controversy over the
conceptualization of the constructs (e.g., Lewicki et al., 1998). Much of the early work on
trust supported a unidimensional view of trust; in this perspective, trust and distrust are
found at opposite ends of a single continuum (e.g., Rotter, 1967; Gambetta, 1988).
However, it has been shown both theoretically and empirically that trust and distrust are
unique constructs (Kang & Park, 2017, Wildman et al., in progress). Despite this recent
shift, there is still minimal research which has looked at trust and distrust as having distinct
influences on organizational outcomes (Lumineau, 2017).
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Second, the interactions of the sub-dimensions of both trust and distrust are to be examined
as antecedents of such organizational outcomes as well. Competence- and intent-based
trust have been utilized in dimensional models of trust (e.g., Cook & Wall, 1980, Lui and
Ngo, 2004), but have appeared minimally within the research literature as distinct and even
co-occurring constructs (e.g., Kim et al., 2004). The aim of this study is to add to the
literature regarding the antecedents of trust and distrust in relation to employee
discretionary behaviors. - organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) and
counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs).
Third, acknowledgement of emotional exhaustion expands upon current understanding of
these interactions between trust and distrust in a supervisor, as well as their impact on
employee discretionary behaviors. Bolton and colleagues (2012) illustrate the relationship
between counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) and emotional exhaustion, while
Cropanzano and his (2003) illustrate that of OCBs and emotional exhaustion. This study
aims to provide further understanding of how emotional exhaustion interacts with and
impacts supervisor (dis)trust.
Understanding these interactions may allow for more effective human capital management
and leader-member exchange, as well as performance and productivity among employees.
Exploring the unique relationships between various sub-dimensions of trust and distrust
will help to discover precisely what enables positive outcomes and prevents negative
outcomes, thus enabling more precise suggestions and interventions for improving
supervisor-subordinate relationships. This study begins by reviewing the literature
regarding trust and distrust (in supervisors; and their sub-dimensions of competence and
intent), employee discretionary behavior (OCBs; CWBs), and emotional exhaustion. Next,
hypotheses were created and assessed using an archival data set (Wildman et al., in
progress). It should be noted that the archival data set from which this study makes
interpretations was relatively small, and through random selection did not make possible
the assumption of equal variances among the hypothesized contexts during the analyses.
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Some exploratory analyses are then pursued, and the implications, limitations and
suggestions for future research are discussed.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Interpersonal Trust
Trust has been defined and approached by many researchers in a variety of ways, not all of
which concur with one another. Rotter (1967; 1980), pulling from social learning theory,
describes trust as a general expectation that statements other individuals make may be
relied upon. Through the compilation of these “general expectancies” one develops what
Rotter (1980) considers to be a relatively stable disposition for trust. Zucker (1986) has
described trust as a dispositional factor and considers it to be a compilation of expectations
which are held by any agents involved in an exchange - expectations which are held by
these individuals until a violation of said trust has occurred. Additionally, Gambetta (1988)
considers trust to be particular and subjective in contexts, relating to one’s evaluation that
another individual or group will perform a specific action based on the available social and
behavioral contexts. Trust has been most repeatedly defined through the operationalization
by authors Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) as “the willingness of a party to be
vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will
perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or
control that other party” (p. 712).
Social exchange theory (SET) builds a good theoretical basis for understanding
interpersonal trust, and has been the most utilized theory by studies surrounding trust
(Nienaber et al., 2014). Thibaut & Kelley (1959), Homans (1961), Blau (1964) and
Emerson (1976) comprise the pivotal works regarding social exchange, pulling from
varying social psychological and sociological perspectives to ultimately contribute to what
is more wholly known today as social exchange theory. Cropanzano and colleagues (2017)
set a straightforward framework for understanding the generic model of social exchange
utilizing positive and negative hedonic value, which provides understanding as to how
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interpersonal trust is established. From this perspective, social exchange theory can be
utilized in understanding interpersonal trust relationships, as well as give insight into
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and leader-member exchange (LMX; Deluga,
1994). In equating the stressor-emotion model to social exchange processes - as an
environmental factor instigates a target and enables a corresponding response - SET can
also be used to better understand counterproductive work behavior (CWB; Spector & Fox,
2005).
The framework establishes that when an employee experiences a positive or negative event
(e.g., supervisor support, or abusive supervision respectively), their feelings will
subsequently be influenced positively or negatively, and then their reactions and behaviors
result accordingly. When an employee experiences some benefit from another, their
emotions will rise and the social exchange enabled is of high quality; they will be more
inclined to exhibit positive behaviors and provide some kind of benefit to the other. When
they receive harm from another they will experience more negative emotions and the social
exchange created is of low quality, enabling more inclination to exhibit concurrent
behaviors toward the other involved (Cropanzano et al., 2017). Following the rhetoric of
the norms of reciprocity (Cialdini, 1989), when either the positive or negative social
exchange takes place, it dictates and reinforces the interactions and emotions which
occurred, helping to either build-up trust or distrust within the interpersonal relationships.
When individuals assume a relationship will have reciprocity, people will return a benefit
with a benefit, or repay a harm with revenge or retaliation. Sánchez-Franco and Roldán
(2015) even found that the norms of reciprocity directly influence trust.

Dimensional Models of Trust
There are a number of varying models which conceptualize trust from different
perspectives. Not without similarity, each provides unique insights into the antecedents and
consequences of trust within interpersonal relationships.
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Trust and Distrust
There is much debate between the conceptualizations of trust existing as either
unidimensional with or existing distinctly from distrust. Rotter (1967) does not separate the
two, but rather views trust as having one dimension, with distrust as a polar opposite at one
end, and [positive] trust on the other. Gambetta (1988) describes trust as a threshold point
on a dimension of the general expectations one has based upon apparent social and
behavioral contexts; it ranges from complete trust to complete distrust, with uncertainty at
the center point of the single dimension. Others have placed trust and distrust along the
same dimension as well, framing low trust in another as having higher distrust (Stack,
1988; Tardy, 1988).
Along the same lines as Gambetta’s point of uncertainty at the center of a singular
dimension of trust (and distrust) is the idea of ambivalence - the state of being unsure or
having contradicting thoughts regarding something in particular. However, according to
Lewicki and fellow peers (1998), the concept of ambivalence supports the idea of trust and
distrust co-existing as distinct constructs. Sitkin has also described trust and distrust as
disparately functioning constructs with fellow author Roth (1993), in which trust is placed
in another’s competence to perform or distrust is enabled by belief another will act
inappropriately.
Wildman et al. (in progress) pull definitions of trust and distrust from Lewicki and authors
(1998), in which trust and distrust are independent constructs able to occur concurrently
within any interpersonal relationship. Lewicki and authors (1998) describe trust as the
“confident positive expectations” of another party’s conduct, and distrust as the “confident
negative expectations” of the other party 's conduct (p. 439). They continue to note that the
confident positive expectations are an indication of confidence in another’s virtuous
intentions, whereas confident negative expectations would be an indication of their worry
over negative intentions (Lewicki et al., 1998; Wildman et al., in progress). Thus, the
dimensional opposite of trust is not necessarily distrust, but rather the absence of trust, and
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active suspicion. Just because an individual has not developed or lost trust in a particular
relationship does not preclude that there are any confident negative expectations (Wildman
et al., in progress). In the present comparative analysis, conceptualizations and functional
definitions of trust are similar to that of Wildman and her colleagues (in progress). In
addition to the conceptual differences between trust and distrust, they provide insight into
the psychometric distinction between the two within previous literature (Greenidge, 2009;
Huang, 2016; Kang & Park, 2017), as well as how trust and distrust may or may not
concurrently exist (Moody, 2010, 2014; Saunders, 2014).
Acknowledging the Three-Factor Model of Trust
Mayer and colleagues (1995) developed a three-factor model of trust which explained
trustworthiness as preceded by the trustee’s ability, benevolence and integrity. Through
review of the previously identified antecedents of trust, the authors come to these three
antecedents, and note that while each contributes to a different vantage from which the
party instilling trust can view the trusted party, together the three contribute to a fuller
understanding for the observation of trust.
Ability consists of the attributes, skills and proficiencies one has which allows them
influence over a specific domain (Mayer et al., 1995). Although it has been aligned
conceptually with competence (e.g., Butler, 1991; Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Kee & Knox,
1970; Lieberman, 1981), it is distinct in that it brings domain specificity to the concept of
trust, and is task- or situation-specific (Mayer et al., 1995; Zand, 1972). Just because an
individual is able to perform in one context, does not mean those skills or attributes
transfer to another context (or domain). Benevolence is the scope of confidence one has
that the party being trusted will do the right thing (e.g., their motivations to lie, intentions
to harm). Benevolence differs from motive or integrity through the personal connection
usually apparent between the trustor and trustee (Mayer et. al., 1995). The authors (1995)
also note similar antecedents to trust as benevolence, such as altruism and loyalty (e.g.,
Frost, Stimpson & Maughan, 1978). While consistency is marked as an antecedent to trust
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along with integrity (e.g., Butler, 1991), Mayer and co-authors (1995) note it is not enough
on its own to instigate trust. Gabarro (1978) equates part of one’s character with
components of integrity. Connelly and fellow authors (2018) mark character as a
component of one’s integrity as well, with perceptions of integrity ultimately based on the
motives, character and honesty of the other party. Together, these three components create
trustworthiness, informing an individual’s perception of trust in another.
The Two-Factor Model of Trust
Competence- and Intent-Based Trust
In many ways, the three-factor model and two-factor model share the same theoretical
facets. As early as the 1950s, a number of researchers defined trust as having certain
confidence in another’s intentions, and others later included confidence in interpersonal
capability (Deutsch, 1960; Lewicki 1998). McAllister defines trust as “the extent to which
a person is confident in, and willing to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions
of another” (1995, p. 25). Continuing on, he considers two categories of trust grounded in
cognition and affect. Cognition-based trust relates to the reasoning by an individual to trust
based on the competency and dependable nature of others, whereas affect-based trust is
more so related to the emotional ties amongst people (Lewis & Weigert, 1985).
Lee (2004) takes note of many authors and their slightly varied views of what comprises
trust, and equates cognition- and affect-based trust to competence- and integrity-based trust
respectively. Sitkin and Roth (1993) describe distinct components to trust - generalized
value congruence condition and a context-specific task reliability condition. Trust has also
been conceptualized as based upon ability and intention (Deutsch, 1960; Cook & Wall,
1980; Good, 1988), competence and motive (Kee & Knox, 1970; Lieberman, 1981),
ability, benevolence and integrity (e.g., Mayer et al., 1995), and competence, benevolence
and value (Sitkin, 1995), all which lend argument towards the definitional bases of trust as
composed of competence and intent, for the sake of this paper and its arguments. It should
be noted that most work has focused on the consequences of trust in intentions over trust in
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competence (Lee, 2004). Competence-based trust is that which is based on one's ability to
perform within their role (Cook & Wall, 1980; Lui & Ngo, 2004; Connelly et al., 2018).
Intent-based trust, referred to as goodwill trust by Lui and Ngo (2004), is that which is
based in one’s intention to fulfill the tasks needed to perform, and is more relational in
nature, grounded in the attitudes and values of the parties involved (Mayer et al., 1995;
Connelly et al., 2018). Competence- and intent-based trust function distinctly (and may
even co-exist), and the differences in their outcomes can be significantly different because
of this (Connelly et al., 2018).
Competence- and Intent-Based Distrust
The components of trust and distrust may also exist differently. Trust can be viewed in
terms of either trust in competence or trust in intent of the other party involved in the
relationship; either trust in the ability of another party or trust their intentions to act in
particular ways (Cook & Wall, 1980). Just as distrust is not the same as a lack of trust, the
competence and intent aspects of distrust are distinct from those of trust. Kee and Knox
equate suspicion to distrust within their work (1970). Distrust in competence would be an
active suspicion in another’s ability to perform, while distrust in intent would be suspicion
in another’s intentions on task. Kang and Park (2017) framed distrust in intent as the
perception of malevolence, while distrust in one’s competence is moreso the perception of
discredibility of some kind. Competence- and intent-based distrust function distinctly, just
as those of trust, and the differences in their outcomes can be significantly different
because of this as well (Connelly et al., 2018). Competence-based distrust, but not
integrity-based trust, has been shown to affect interpersonal interactions (Chau et al.,
2013).

Trust in Supervisor
Trust may be established between different types of parties, such as between an
organization and a client, between employees, or even between two organizations - but
consideration of the trust relationship between a supervisor and their subordinates may be
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especially salient to understanding outcomes related to employee workplace behaviors.
Although the trust between supervisor and subordinate is a reciprocal relationship
(Nienaber et al., 2014), meaning trust stems from both parties toward one another, and
social exchange benefits are usually a sign of mutual support and investment (and complex
obligatory reciprocation) between parties (Lee, 2004), this study will focus on the trust
(and distrust) belonging to employees toward their supervisor.
There are distinct antecedents to and consequences of employee trust in their supervisor.
Antecedents include the attributes of the supervisor - made up of their competence and
intention - as well as subordinate attributes, processes of the interpersonal relationship
between the supervisor and subordinate, and characteristics of the organization (Nienaber
et al., 2014). As supervisors have higher status, as well as increased power and control,
leaving subordinates potentially uncertain and dependent, trust between the two parties
holds even more importance and sway/influence (Nienaber et al., 2015). Employee trust in
leadership has been shown to be positively related to performance outcomes (Burke et al.,
2007; Lee, 2004; Rich, 1997; Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 2000). Trust between a supervisor
and subordinate is critical, as extra-role (organizational citizenship) behaviors are
discretionary in nature (Lee, 2004; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), and the relationship between
supervisor and subordinate is key in informing whether or not each party should pursue
particular behaviors (i.e., OCBs or CWBs).
Supervisor competence includes all the knowledge and qualifications they might have in
order to have influence within the workplace (Mayer et al., 1995). Subordinate trust in their
supervisors has been summarized to be the supervisor’s structural competency, knowledgebuilding ability, and effective resource use (Nienaber et al, 2014). The supervisors’
integrity, including subordinate perceptions of organizational justice (Whitener, 1997) is
important to the establishment of trust as well. Intent-based trust in supervisor is typically
more salient than competence-based trust in supervisor. This can be illustrated by the idea
that transformational leadership leads to trust in supervisor competence (the supervisor is
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able to properly develop their employees and promote better performance, enabling
employee perceptions of competence), but servant leadership leads to more trust in
supervisor intent (as employees are ensured they are motivated to reach performance goals
and complete tasks through their authoritative guidance over their employees; Schaubroeck
et al., 2011). Konovsky and Pugh (1994) highlight the relationship between trust in
supervisor and OCB.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior & Counterproductive
Work Behavior
Regarding projected outcomes of interpersonal trust, there are both positive and negative
behaviors which may occur. Robinson (1996) notes the decrease in organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) and increase in counterproductive work behavior (CWB)
possible due to violations in perceived trust of another. OCBs are discretionary behaviors
which support functioning of the organization overall, likely influenced by employee
desire for equity between their formal tasks and actual work inputs (Lee & Allen, 2002),
while CWBs are those discretionary behaviors which violate central norms of the
organization, threatening member and organization well-being (Robinson & Bennett,
1995).
In 1983, Smith, Organ and Near provided the largely seminal work underlying the nature
and framework of OCB, starting with altruism and generalized compliance as its two
dimensions. Organ (1988) went on to propose five dimensions of OCB, that of which
Williams and Anderson (1991) claimed comprise their two dimensions of OCB: OCB-I
(altruism and courtesy from Organ’s theoretization) and OCB-O (Organ’s
conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship). OCB-I are those behaviors directed
towards other individuals, and OCB-O are those directed toward the organization. Through
meta-analytic review of the dimensionality of OCB, LePine et al. (2002) found that each of
the five dimensions proposed by Organ (1988) indicated OCB equivalently, and were
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strongly related. Although the scale developed by Podsakoff in 1990 has been widely used
to measure OCB, this study will utilize that of Lee and Allen (2002).
Spector et al. (2006) discuss the dimensionality of CWB, as much of the research relating
to it until that point had focused on aggression and hostility as predictors of these negative
discretionary behaviors, investigating five dimensions: abuse toward others, production
deviance and sabotage, theft and withdrawal. The authors also note the distinction between
hostile and instrumental aggression, largely similar to and based in affect and cognition,
respectively (Spector et al., 2006).
Lee and Allen (2002) distinguished between cognitive and affective antecedents to OCB
and CWB (workplace deviant behavior), as the consequences of affect and cognition on
OCB are still unfounded and inconclusive. Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) note that some
employee behaviors at work are reactions which stem directly from their affect/emotions,
while others dominantly evaluate their work environment cognitively, and judge others’
work performance.
Trust in co-workers was found to be positively related to OCB (McAllister, 1995), while
Lee (2004) hypothesized that competence-based trust in one’s supervisors or organization
allows one to exert more discretionary behaviors (OCB), although this was not supported
by the study findings. Brower and peers (2009) demonstrated the relationship between
supervisor trust and OCBs, and Nienaber and her peers (2014) noted that OCB-I and OCBO are supported with trust in supervisor within the literature. Acknowledging the
negatively sourced relationships, Bauer and Spector (2015) discussed the negative
emotional antecedents to CWB, including anxiety, anger, sadness, jealousy, envy, shame
and boredom, while Wang et al. (2019) showed that trust in supervisor moderated the
relationship between leader humility and CWBs such that there was a negative relationship
between the two.
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Emotional Exhaustion
A straightforward way to consider emotional exhaustion is through the conservation of
resources theory (COR), which provides an explanation for organizational behaviors
through individuals’ motivation (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Hobfoll (1989) proposed the
COR theory as an alternative explanation for stress, and the process by which individuals
attempt to maintain and develop valued resources - those of which are important to an
individual for any particular reason (e.g., progress on work tasks). Halbesleben and coauthors define resources as anything discerned by the individual to assist them in reaching
and attaining their goals and note that the value resources possess is what disposes them to
conservation (2014).
It can be taken that in order to exhibit discretionary behaviors, either positive or negative,
there must first be resources available in order to generate these behaviors. COR theory can
thus be utilized in understanding influences on employee OCB and CWB in addition to
their trust or distrust in their supervisor. Bolton and peers (2012) demonstrated the
relationship between emotional exhaustion and CWBs using COR theory, while
Cropanzano and his peers (2003) discussed that of OCBs. Given its findings thus far,
emotional exhaustion may or may not have main effects OCB or CWB within this study,
but should be considered as a moderator to the relationships between the sub-dimensions of
(dis)trust in supervisor and its discretionary behavior outcomes.
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Chapter 3
Hypothesis Development
Trust as Distinct from Distrust
The dimensions of trust and distrust are distinct such that trust, the confident positive
expectations regarding another party, and distrust, the confident negative expectations, can
be expected to have separate and unique antecedents and consequences. The dimensional
opposite of strong positive expectations of another person is not the presence of strong
negative expectations, but rather less confidence in one’s positive expectations of the other
- less trust. The same can be said for distrust, as the dimensional opposite of strong
negative expectations of another person is not the presence of strong positive expectations,
but rather less confidence in one’s negative expectations of the other - less distrust.
Although these two constructs are distinct from one another, they are still also functional
reciprocals, meaning it can be expected that their outcomes be partially opposite of each
other. Acknowledging the movement toward conceptualization of trust and distrust on
unique dimensions, each existing on separate empirical foundations, this study must test
and analyze their distinctiveness first and foremost.

Hypothesis 1
Trust is a separate and distinct construct from distrust.

Trust or Distrust in Competence as Distinct from Trust or
Distrust in Intent
The sub-dimensions of trust and distrust may also exist differently. Perceptions of
competence and intent comprise what one attributes trust in another to be. Trust in
supervisor competence (TC) denotes the trust one has in one’s supervisor’s ability or
understanding of the task at hand, while trust in supervisor intent (TI) denotes the trust one
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has in one’s supervisor’s intentions to act in particular ways, or with certain motivations.
Although both sub-dimensions contribute to understanding the overall dimension of trust,
competence- and intent-based trust may too have their own distinct antecedents and
consequences in the workplace.
Just as distrust is conceptually distinct from a lack of trust, both the competence and intent
sub-dimensions of distrust are distinct from those of trust, as well as from one another;
distrust in supervisor competence (DTC) would be an active suspicion (confident
expectation of the negative) in one’s supervisor’s ability to perform, while distrust in
supervisor intent (DTI) would be suspicion in one’s supervisor’s motivations or intentions
on task. Competence and intent function distinctly, with the potential to work
symbiotically, against one another or to a point of dominance by one or the other, and the
differences in their outcomes may be different because of this (Connelly et al., 2018).

Hypothesis 2
a. Trust in supervisor competence will be distinct from trust in supervisor intent.
b. Distrust in supervisor competence will be distinct from distrust in supervisor
intent.
Given that competence- and intent-based trust in one’s supervisor are hypothesized to have
distinct antecedents and consequences, their interactions will generate distinct outcomes as
well. It should be stated that, technically, all four sub-dimensions in this study (TC, TI,
DTC, DTI) could exist simultaneously and interact in various combinations, but as a
starting point, and to provide clarity to the study and the reader, the interactions within
trust sub-dimensions and within distrust sub-dimensions will be examined individually
before getting into more complicated interactions. It is also technically possible to look at
all combinations of predictors and outcomes, but for the sake of parsimony, this research
will begin by matching the positive predictor contexts to the positive outcomes and the
negative predictor contexts to the negative outcomes. Specifically, the OCB of the
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employee is moderated by trust in that supervisor’s competence and/or intent, and the
CWB of the employee is moderated by their distrust in that supervisor’s competence or
intent.

Trust Predictors of OCB
Beginning with the positive interactions, the organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of
the employee trusting their supervisor will be most influenced by how trust in their
supervisor’s competence (TC) interacts with trust in their supervisor’s intent (TI), as seen
in Figure 1 within Appendix C. Different interactions between high and low contexts of TC
and TI are hypothesized to yield differing OCB outcomes, as seen in Figure 2 within
Appendix C. With high or low contexts of TC and TI occurring simultaneously, the
combinations must be examined. There are four hypothesized contexts: low TC occurring
with high TI, instances of both high TC and high TI, instances of both low TC and low TI,
and high TC occurring with low TI. The hypothesized contexts will be explained in order
from the highest predicted outcomes of OCBs to the lowest expected OCB outcomes.
When an employee perceives low competence-based trust (TC) and high intent-based trust
(TI), it is expected that their OCB yielded will be the highest possible. That is, the resulting
employee OCB will be greater in this context than in any of the other three contexts (under
hypothesis 3): high TC and TI, low TC and TI, and instances of high TC with low TI. If an
employee has confidence in the intentions of their supervisor (TI), but not necessarily in
their competence (TC), then they are most likely to exhibit the most OCB under this
context. The low TC means that the employee perceives more of a “need” for the
supervisor to be helped, because they believe that their supervisor wants what is best and
has the right intentions (high TI), but may be struggling to get their work done due to lack
of ability or perhaps an external issue (low TC), so the employee perceives that they may
require increased assistance. The employee would exhibit greater OCBs than when
experiencing both TC and TI are high, as the low TC signals more of a need to assist one’s
supervisor in performing the tasks they are dedicated to, as they have confidence in their
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motivations on the job, but not necessarily in their ability to perform effectively. The
resulting OCB would likely present as more helping-style behaviors, and could include
assisting others (in this case one’s supervisor) with their duties, giving up time to help
others with work or non-work related problems, or taking action to protect the organization
from potential problems (Lee & Allen, 2002).
When an employee perceives both high competence-based trust (TC) and intent-based trust
(TI) in their supervisor, it is expected that their OCB yielded will be the second highest
possible among this group of contexts. That is, the resulting employee OCB will be greater
in this context than when there is high TC with low TI, or low TC and TI, but it will be less
than instances of low TC with high TI. When an employee feels confident that their
supervisor is both able and willing to perform in their role, they will likely feel comfortable
expending their resources on discretionary behaviors, as they are more confident in their
supervisor overall. However, employees who have a high amount of TC (compared to low
TC in the previous context) would have less of a perceived need to provide assistance to
their supervisor. This is due to the perception that their supervisor can very easily complete
their tasks. The employee is willing to help their supervisor, but as the high TC signals that
there is not as much of a need for help, the actual help provided is high, but not the highest
possible out of the four contexts. With this, moderate levels of increased OCB can be
expected, as employees have trust in both the competence and intent of their supervisor.
The resulting OCB could include outward expressions of loyalty towards the organization,
giving personal work time to help others who have work-related problems, or adjusting
one’s work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off (Lee & Allen,
2002).
Alternatively, when an employee has both low competence-based trust and intent-based
trust in their supervisor, it is expected that their OCB yielded will be the second lowest
possible. That is, the resulting employee OCB will be less in this context than when there
is high TC and TI, or low TC with high TI, but it will be greater than instances of high TC
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with low TI. If an employee does not have much positive confidence in either their
supervisor’s ability or intentions on the job (both low TC and low TI), then they are
expected to take part in less OCB than in any alternative context in which they have trust in
their supervisor’s intentions. Because an employee does not possess any trust toward their
supervisor, neither in their abilities or motivations to perform, there is no real reason for
them to display discretionary extra-role behavior and provide assistance; without trust, in
intent particularly, the social exchange relationship cannot be activated successfully. There
is a feeling similar to apathy on the employee’s behalf toward their supervisor. Essentially,
because they do not perceive the TI that bonds or indebts them to their supervisor, then the
lack of TC does not get perceived as a need for help. Instead, the low TC and TI signal a
lack of positive relationship with the supervisor overall, resulting in lack of concern on the
employee’s part to assist their supervisor. Following the theoretical basis of affective
events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), OCB may occur inconsistently or unreliably
(more at random) when an employee may be more so inclined to behave in such ways
based on variability in mood or other situational contexts aside from TC or TI.
Only when an employee has high TC which coincides with low TI is the expected OCB at
its lowest. That is, the resulting employee OCB will be less frequent in this context than in
any of the other three contexts: high TC and TI, low TC and TI, and instances of low TC
with high TI. If an employee has confidence in the ability of their supervisor (TC), but not
necessarily in the motivations behind their actions and behavior (TI), then they are going to
exhibit the least OCB under this context. Under the circumstances that an employee
believes their supervisor is competent and technically able to perform well, but may be
actively choosing not to do so regardless, the employee may become even more frustrated
and upset than if they believed their supervisor’s insufficient performance was due to being
incapable, rather than unwilling. The employee is better able to excuse their supervisor’s ill
intentions through their perceived incompetence (whether or not they may be able to help
their inability), but may not be able to excuse such intentions when they believe their
supervisor to be highly competent; the bad intentions are considered more heavily due to
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the supervisor’s perceived competence, and this lack of good intentions are a more
unforgivable offense. If the supervisor has the ability, yet still acts in underperforming
fashions, it is the combination of high competency and the lack of intention or motivation
that makes the employee least likely to reciprocate positive behaviors, like OCB. The
employee would exhibit less OCB than when both TC and TI are low, as the low TI is
almost exacerbated by the higher TC, inhibiting one’s willingness to provide extra-role
behavior as they believe their supervisor is capable but ultimately unwilling to perform.
Overall, different integrations of high or low trust in a supervisor’s competence or intent
are expected to yield varying outcomes of discretionary extra-role behavior (OCB). Having
high TI and low TC will yield the most OCBs, because an employee perceives their
supervisor’s good intentions but also the most need for help. Having high TI and high TC
will yield the next most OCBs because there are still good intentions perceived, but less of
an apparent need for help. Low TI and low TC in one’s supervisor will yield the second to
least OCBs, because an employee senses bad intentions, but they may be forgivable due to
perceived low competence. Low TI and high TC would finally yield the least OCBs,
because bad intentions cannot be explained away by a lack of competence by the
supervisor.

Hypothesis 3
OCB is expected to be highest under contexts of (a) low TC/high TI, followed by (b) high
TC/high TI, then (c) low TC/low TI, and finally (d) high TC/low TI.

Distrust Predictors of CWB
As previously mentioned, it is technically possible to examine all combinations of
predictors (TC, TI, DTC, DTI) and outcomes (OCB, CWB), but for the sake of parsimony
this study will start by pairing the positive predictor with the positive outcome and the
negative predictor with the negative outcome, and the negative theoretical moderation
model can be seen in Figure 3 within Appendix C. As TC and TI are predicted to have
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interactions which yield varying results of OCB, it stands to reason then that distrust in a
supervisor’s competence or intent would also act uniquely of one another and interact to
generate different behavioral outcomes as well.
Different interactions between high and low contexts of DTC and DTI are hypothesized to
yield differing levels of CWB, as seen in Figure 4 within Appendix C. There are four
hypothesized contexts: instances of both high DTC and DTI, high DTC occurring with low
DTI, low DTC occurring with high DTI, and instances of both low DTC and DTI. When an
employee has high DTI but lower DTC, CWB is expected to occur the most frequently, in
the forms of retaliation behaviors. This context mirrors that of when an employee has high
TI and low TC; similar feelings enable both the positive or negative behavioral outcomes.
When an employee believes that their supervisor is able but unwilling to execute their role,
they are, as hypothesized, likely to take part in the least OCBs; it can also be true that this
context might enable more CWBs as well, due to the employee perception of supervisor
malevolence. The employee would exhibit more of the discretionary negative behavior
than when both DTI and DTC are high, as the low DTC almost exacerbates the DTI,
enabling one’s willingness to behave poorly, as they are concerned about their supervisor’s
willingness to perform, despite not people particularly worried about their ability to do so.
CWBs expected may include actions such as purposely wasting an employer’s materials or
supplies, purposely doing work incorrectly, or stealing supervisor belongings (Spector et
al., 2006), as these behaviors are based more in retaliatory contexts, exhibiting the absence
of confidence in their supervisor’s motivations on the job, rather than an absence of
confidence in their capabilities to perform (which might look more like wasting time or
making up for their supervisor’s lack of ability to perform through monitoring or such).
When DTC is high, and DTI is high, resulting employee CWB will be the second highest
expected. Because they distrust their supervisor, both in their abilities or motivations to
perform, discretionary negative behaviors occur more abundantly due to their nature and
inhibitions being more general. When an employee’s distrust in both their supervisor's
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motivations and capability are high, frequency of CWBs is expected to be heightened,
similar to the expected outcomes of an employee having both low competence- and intentbased trust in their supervisor. If the employee is concerned about both their supervisor’s
ability or intentions on the job, then they are expected to take part in more CWBs than in
any context in which they may have lower distrust in their supervisor’s intent (i.e., the lack
of concern over their supervisor’s motivations). When distrust in competence is high, as
opposed to the previous context which yields the most CWB while having low DTC
present, CWB is enabled but will not be as frequently apparent in this context; As there is
less suspicion in the competence of one’s supervisor, employees’ negative discretionary
behaviors will be lower than that of the highest predicted context of CWB, due to less
concern over whether or not a supervisor can actually perform their tasks. More focus can
be placed on an employee’s own role, and there is also less opportunity for the employee to
harbor negative affect toward their supervisor, which might inspire more CWBs (as in the
first context). CWBs expected may include actions such as taking a longer break than
allotted or leaving work earlier than you are supposed to (Spector et al., 2006), as these
behaviors are based less in retaliatory contexts, and more so as employees taking advantage
of opportunities to become lackadaisical or less productive.
When an employee has low DTI and low DTC, CWB is expected to occur the second to
least frequently of these four contexts. This context mirrors that of when an employee has
high TI and high TC; similar feelings enable both the positive or negative behavioral
outcomes. As there are no apparent negative feelings to drive the negative discretionary
behaviors, as well as no concern over their supervisor’s ability creating a sense of need for
help, employees are less concerned about refraining from the negative behaviors because
supervisor performance is acceptable. When an employee has low DTI and high DTC, the
least CWBs are expected to occur. This context mirrors that of when an employee has high
TI and low TC. If the employee is concerned about their supervisor’s ability to perform,
but not worried about their intentions, a similar context to when there is a perceived need
to help the supervisor perform but no perceived ill intentions are present in the trust and
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OCB contexts (low TC and high TI). A lack of distrust in supervisor intentions indicates
that there is not an issue in the social exchange relationship; concern over their
competence, however, will inhibit employee participation in CWBs, as they might
jeopardize the performance even further.
Ultimately, different integrations of high or low distrust in a supervisor’s competence or
intent are expected to yield varying outcomes of discretionary negative behavior (CWB).
Having high DTI and low DTC will yield the most CWB, because an employee perceives
their supervisor’s ill intentions and is not necessarily concerned they need help. Having
high DTI and high DTC will yield the next most CWB because there are both bad
intentions perceived and a concern that their supervisor needs help. Low DTI and low DTC
in one’s supervisor will yield the second to least CWB, because an employee is not
particularly concerned about their supervisor’s intentions, nor their competence. Low DTI
and high DTC would finally yield the least CWB, because there is no concern over their
supervisor’s intentions paired with a concern that their supervisor needs help, inhibiting
more of those negative employee behaviors.

Hypothesis 4
CWB is expected to be highest under contexts of (a) low DTC/high DTI, followed by (b)
high DTC/high DTI, then (c) low DTC/low DTI, and finally (d) high DTC/low DTI.

Moderation by Emotional Exhaustion
As employee behavior can be influenced by the available resources one has to expend, it
can be expected that emotional exhaustion can create a limit to the OCB possible for an
employee to exhibit, or it can enable CWB even further, although the opposite may also be
possible (as noted later on in this section). Resources are needed to translate any
employee’s thoughts, emotions, or attitudes into discretionary behaviors, so any lack of
resources (i.e., emotional exhaustion) will inherently make it less likely that employees
will even be able to choose to engage in OCBs and CWBs as a response to their feelings of
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trust and distrust. So, despite how an employee may feel, they will be less able to exhibit
OCBs and CWBs discretionarily if they are lacking the resources needed to do so.
It should be noted that this framework assumes that discretionary behaviors use resources,
just as critical thinking or problem solving may; behaviors such as theft or purposefully
wrong performance first require employees to make intentions and act upon them
accordingly, thus using emotional and cognitive resources. However, some of the CWBs
described in the measure (Spector et al., 2006), like withdrawal, might not actually use
resources, but rather may conserve them through emotional exhaustion. In other words, the
employee might be more inclined to take longer breaks, arrive late to work, or leave their
duties early (as examples) if they are emotionally exhausted and either intentionally or
unintentionally trying to conserve their resources.
Also, the relationship between emotional exhaustion and CWBs is not new to analysis
(e.g., Bolton et al., 2012). It is possible that there is a main effect between emotional
exhaustion and CWBs, irrespective of trust and distrust.

Hypothesis 5
a. Emotional exhaustion moderates the relationships within the contexts hypothesized
above, such that it weakens the relationships between trust, its sub-dimensions and
positive discretionary behaviors (OCBs).
b. Emotional exhaustion moderates the relationships within the contexts hypothesized
above, such that it weakens the relationships between distrust, its sub-dimensions
and negative discretionary behaviors (CWBs).
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Chapter 4
Methodology
Participants and Procedure
The study has a cross-sectional survey design. Participants were employed individuals
from the United States who report directly to a supervisor. Each participant completed an
anonymous survey, accessed via Amazon Mechanical Turk Prime. 30 participants were
removed from the sample after consideration of three attention check items, a
reCAPTCHA item for screening non-human responders, and checks for insufficient effort
responding. A final sample of 301 employee responses remained, made of 39.5% males
and 59.5% females, and a majority being ethnically Caucasian (79%; Asian = 9.6%; Black
= 9.6%; other = 4.7%). The average age of respondents was 42.3 years, ranging from 22-70
years of age, while the average length of tenure in one’s current position was 7.4 years,
ranging from less than a year to 42 years. It should be noted that 58.8% of the respondents
were employees of a non-supervisory nature, while 41.2% were a supervisor of some
nature. Participant characteristics are also provided in Table 1 within Appendix B.

Measures
Trust and Distrust in Supervisor
Trust and distrust in supervisor were measured as distinct constructs utilizing Wildman and
colleagues’ 16-item scale (in progress; α = .95), composed of subscales with 4 items each
related to trust in competence (TC, α = .92), trust in intent (TI, α = .91), distrust in
competence (DTC, α = .85), and distrust in intent (DTI, α = .87). These subscales
contributed to 8 items pertaining particularly to trust in supervisor (α = .95), and 8 items
pertaining particularly to distrust in supervisor (α = .92). The items were rated by perceived
frequency of supervisor’s behavior on a five-point Likert-type scale from (1) not at all to
(5) very much so. Example items for each of the four subscales respectively include the
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extent to which respondents feel “certain that your supervisor will perform well” (TC),
“positive that your supervisor will try and do what is best for the team” (TI), “afraid that your
supervisor will make a mistake” (DTC), and “nervous that your supervisor will betray you”
(DTI).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior: OCB-I/OCB-O
A measure of OCB from Lee and Allen (2002) was selected for use. Organizational
citizenship behaviors are separated into two subscales consisting of 8 items each (16 items
total, α = .95). The first subscale is intended to measure behaviors directed unto individuals
(OCB-I), whereas the second subscale is intended to measure behaviors directed toward the
organization (OCB-O). Each item is presented on a five-point Likert-type scale from (1)
never to (5) always. An example of an OCB-I item is “assist others with their duties,” and
an example of an OCB-O item is “take action to protect the organization from potential
problems.”

Counterproductive Work Behavior
A 32-item checklist by Spector and colleagues (2006) was selected to measure CWB (α =
.98). Participants use the measure to indicate behavioral frequencies for a number of tasks
at their current job (e.g., purposely did your work incorrectly, left work earlier than you
were allowed to) on a five-point Likert-type scale from (1) never to (5) every day.

Emotional Exhaustion
A 9-item emotional exhaustion subscale from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et
al., 1986; α = .96) was selected to measure employee EE. Items on the five-point Likerttype subscale are rated from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Example items
include “I feel emotionally drained from my work” and “I feel burned out from my work.”
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Chapter 5
Analysis and Results
Hypothesis 1 Results
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was chosen to test the first two hypotheses (H1, H2a,
H2b).The CFA was used to examine the discriminant validity and the model fit of the data,
in order to test these first two hypotheses. Six models were tested overall, two models
testing the first hypothesis, and four models testing the second hypothesis. The results are
summarized in Table 3. Starting with the first hypothesis, in which trust and distrust are
proposed to exist as distinct constructs, a single-factor model was tested; trust and distrust
together comprised the sole latent variable, and had 16 manifest variables (4 per each: TC,
TI, DTC, DTI). Next was a two-factor model with trust and distrust now distinct as the two
latent variables, and each having 8 manifest variables (TC & TI, and DTC & DTI,
respectively, and still 4 per each). Results of this first CFA indicate that the two-factor
model (X2[120] = 4032.70, CFI = 0.93, TLI= 0.92, AIC= 11141.63, BIC= 11263.08,
RMSEA= .10, SRMR= .09) provided the better fit when compared to the single-factor
model (X2[120] = 4032.70, CFI = 0.14, TLI= 0.78, AIC= 11606.94, BIC= 11724.71,
RMSEA= .16, SRMR= .08). Results are shown in Figures 5-6 within Appendix C. These
results support the idea that trust and distrust are distinct constructs, thus Hypothesis 1 is
supported.

Hypothesis 2 Results
The second hypothesis stated in two parts that TC is distinct from TI (Hypothesis 2a) and
DTC is distinct from DTI (Hypothesis 2b). Single-factor models were tested for each part
first. Trust was a latent variable, with four manifest TC and four manifest TI variables (8
total); distrust was also a latent variable, with four manifest DTC and four manifest DTI
variables (8 total). Next, two-factor models were tested for each individually, trust and
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distrust. TC and TI were two latent variables in the trust model, each with four manifest
variables; DTC and DTI were two latent variables in the later model, each with four
manifest variables as well. Results of the second CFA indicate that the two-factor model
for trust (X2[28] = 2189.70, CFI = 0.95, TLI= 0.93, AIC= 5270.49, BIC= 5333.34,
RMSEA= .14, SRMR= .04) provided the better fit when compared to the single-factor
model (X2[28] = 2189.70, CFI = 0.93, TLI= 0.91, AIC= 5306.03, BIC= 5365.18, RMSEA=
.15, SRMR= .04). These results support the idea that trust in supervisor competence (TC)
and trust in supervisor intent (TI) are distinct constructs, thus Hypothesis 2a is supported.
Results of the third CFA indicate that the two-factor model for distrust (X2[28] = 1506.80,
CFI = 0.99, TLI= 0.98, AIC= 6166.44, BIC= 6229.17, RMSEA= .06, SRMR= .03)
provided the better fit when compared to the single-factor model (X2[28] = 1506.80, CFI =
0.97, TLI= 0.95, AIC= 6194.61, BIC= 6253.66, RMSEA= .09, SRMR= .03). Results are
shown in Figures 7-10 in Appendix C. These results support the idea that distrust in
supervisor competence (DTC) and distrust in supervisor intent (DTI) are distinct
constructs, thus Hypothesis 2b is supported.

Creation of Categorical Variables
First, the frequencies for the variables were found and the median scores for TC (Mdn =
4.00), TI (Mdn = 4.00), DTC (Mdn = 2.00) and DTI (Mdn = 2.00) located, allowing for
categorical variables to be made for each. The extreme categorical versions of the variables
were created by separating based on those scores occurring in the lowest and highest 33%
of the scores per variable. The low and high cut-off scores are as follows: TC, 3.75, 4.50;
TI, 3.25, 4.25; DTC, 1.42, 2.50; DTI, 1.50, 2.50. It should be noted that the range
restriction seen here is likely to impact the results found and inferences made; the variances
found will likely be smaller and potential interpretations made upon underestimated
results. Finally, the categorical variables based on the creation of equal groups of profiles
were created by binning the variable and specifying a single cut-off point at the 50th
percentile.
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Three 2 (TC) x 2 (TI) factorial ANOVA and three 2 (DTC) x 2 (DTI) factorial ANOVA
were conducted, utilizing the categorical variables made as described above, to examine
the effects of trust in supervisor competence or intent and distrust in supervisor
competence or intent on people’s discretionary behavior (OCB and CWB, respectively).
Findings for all six models are summarized in Tables 4-9 within Appendix B.

Hypothesis 3 Results
As the hypotheses frame trust and distrust comparatively, the data was next categorized for
analysis according to the various dimensions of trust and distrust in a respondent’s
supervisor. This allowed for comparison across groups of trust and distrust, as well as their
sub-dimensions of competence and intent. Initially, median splitting created categorical
groupings such that the hypotheses could be tested. It should be noted that it is not typical
for variables to be split into categorical variables for analyses through ANOVA. This was
done in order to try to capture inferences about the particular contexts between the high
and low sub-dimensions of trust or distrust in relation to discretionary employee behaviors.
Exploratory regression with the continuous data was also performed in order to not
discount this process of analyses as well. Median splits may be used to turn continuous
variables into categorical ones; the medians of the continuous data were found and any
values above or below that median were placed into the higher or lower category,
respectively. In addition, categorical variables were created to test the extreme highs and
lows of each of the sub-dimensions, as well as groups of equal sizes per sub-dimension. As
the random sample selection did not allow for collection of a sample which evenly
represents each hypothesized profile, and therefore inhibited assumption of equal
variances, the resulting sample sizes for each category are unevenly split. The different
contexts are simply not equally as common as one another, requiring categorization into
more equal groups to be analyzed. By forcing this equal separation, however, the actual
levels of TC and TI, or DTC and DTI, in each of those categorized samples may not
actually reflect the four theoretical contexts hypothesized.
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From here, the combinations of different variable categories could be analyzed, and their
interactions observed through a two-way ANOVA, as there were multiple fixed factors of
categorical data available at this point. Although it is not ideal to separate the trust and
distrust variables in order to analyze the data, it is necessary in order to assess the
particular hypotheses proposed. Comparative hypotheses call for the use of comparative
processes and data. Although the apparent variance in the small sample size caused some
difficulty in analysis, ANOVA were attempted with each of the three types of categorical
variables created to try to analyze a more equal representation of the profiles. After this, a
one-way ANOVA with both the median split trust and distrust variable profiles were
performed as well.
For the median-split TC/TI model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of
variances assumption was fulfilled, F (3, 297) = 1.28, p = .283. There was a significant
main effect for TC on OCB, F (1, 297) = 17.28, p < .001, partial η2 =.06; OCB was
significantly higher when TC was high (M = 3.46) than when TC was low (M = 2.83).
There was not a significant main effect for TI on OCB, F (1, 297) = 0.47, p = .495, partial
η2 =.00; OCB was not necessarily significantly higher when TI was high (M = 3.20) than
when TI was low (M = 3.10). The interaction between TC and TI on OCB was not
significant, F (1, 297) = 2.85, p = .092, partial η2 =.01. Simple effects were calculated at
each level of sub-dimensions. Individuals who had high TC had higher OCB with both
high and low levels of TI, p = .014, and those who had high TI had higher OCB with both
high and low levels of TC, p < .001.
For the extreme-split TC/TI model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of
variances assumption was fulfilled, F (3, 178) = 0.74, p = .532. There was an approaching
significance main effect for TC on OCB, F (1, 178) = 3.71, p = .056, partial η2 =.02; OCB
was almost significantly higher when TC was high (M = 3.73) than when TC was low (M =
2.99). There was also not a significant main effect for TI on OCB, F (1, 178) = 0.23, p =
.634, partial η2 =.00; OCB was not necessarily significantly higher when TI was high (M =
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3.45) than when TI was low (M = 3.27). The interaction between TC and TI on OCB was
not significant, F (1, 178) = 0.06, p = .810, partial η2 =.00. Simple effects were calculated
at each level of sub-dimensions. Individuals who had high TC did not have higher OCB
with either high or low levels of TI, p = .185, and those who had high TI did not have
higher OCB with either high or low levels of TC, p = .149.
For the equal-groups TC/TI model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of
variances assumption was fulfilled, F (3, 297) = 0.60, p = .616. There was a significant
main effect for TC on OCB, F (1, 297) = 9.82, p = .002, partial η2 =.03; OCB was
significantly higher when TC was high (M = 3.63) than when TC was low (M = 3.07).
There was not a significant main effect for TI on OCB, F (1, 297) = 0.72, p = .398, partial
η2 =.00; OCB was not necessarily significantly higher when TI was high (M = 3.43) than
when TI was low (M = 3.28). The interaction between TC and TI on OCB was not
significant, F (1, 297) = 0.08, p = .784, partial η2 =.00. Simple effects were calculated at
each level of sub-dimensions. Individuals who had high TC had higher OCB with both
high and low levels of TI, p = .002, but level of TI did not impact OCB with either high or
low TC, p = .056.
Hypothesis 3 stated that OCB is expected to be highest under contexts of (a) low TC/high
TI, followed by (b) high TC/high TI, then (c) low TC/low TI, and finally (d) high TC/low
TI. Based on results of these three analyses of variance, the following can be interpreted,
and is represented in Figures 11-13 within Appendix C. In each of these three models the
highest resulting OCBs occurred when there was both high TC and high TI, followed by
instances of high TC and low TI. The median-split model shows instances of both low TC
and low TI as having the third highest resulting OCBs, and those of low TC and high TI as
having the lowest resulting OCBs, while the extreme-split and equal-groups models show
the third highest OCB when there is low TC and high TI and the fourth when there is both
low TC and low TI. From these results, only the median split TC/TI model supported
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Hypothesis 3 for only one out of the four proposed contexts: instances of both low TC and
TI. Because of this, Hypothesis 3 is not supported.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted, and the assumption of homogeneity of variances was
met (F = 1.28, p = .283). Results (Table 10, Appendix B) showed that there is an overall
significant mean difference among the four TC/TI profile means, F (3, 297) = 16.85, p <
.001, with an eta-squared of .145, suggesting that 14.5% of the variance on OCB is
accounted for by the profile of high or low combinations of TC and TI. Post-hoc tests using
the Bonferroni correction showed that high TC/high TI profile (M = 3.65, SD = 0.82) has
significantly higher OCB than both the low TC/low TI profile (M = 2.91, SD = 0.90) and
the low TC/high TI profile (M = 2.76, SD = 1.06) but not the high TC/low TI profile (M =
3.28, SD = 0.70), while the low TC/high TI, high TC/low TI, and low TC/low TI profiles
are not significantly different from each other on their OCB outcome. Despite there being
significant differences between the profiles, they are not in the predicted order, and
therefore Hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Hypothesis 4 Results
For the median-split DTC/DTI model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of
variances assumption was not fulfilled, and the variances in CWB for distrust in supervisor
competence or intent were not equal, therefore an interpretation cannot be made, F (3, 297)
= 20.33, p < .001. However, there was a small significant main effect for DTI on CWB, F
(1, 297) = 6.11, p = .014, partial η2 =.02; CWB was significantly higher when DTI was
high (M = 1.33) than when DTI was low (M = 1.13). For the extreme-split DTC/DTI
model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of variances assumption was not
fulfilled, and the variances in CWB for distrust in supervisor competence or intent were not
equal, therefore an interpretation cannot be made, F (3, 171) = 22.28, p < .001. For the
equal-groups DTC/DTI model, Levene’s test suggests that the homogeneity of variances
assumption was not fulfilled, and the variances in CWB for distrust in supervisor
competence or intent were not equal, therefore an interpretation cannot be made, F (3, 297)
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= 35.15, p < .001. However, there was a small significant main effect for DTI on CWB, F
(1, 297) = 9.78, p = .002, partial η2 =.03; CWB was significantly higher when DTI was
high (M = 1.42) than when DTI was low (M = 1.17).
Hypothesis 4 stated that CWB is expected to be highest under contexts of (a) low
DTC/high DTI, followed by (b) high DTC/high DTI, then (c) low DTC/low DTI, and
finally (d) high DTC/low DTI. Based on results of these three analyses of variance, the
following can be interpreted, and is represented in Figures 14-16 within Appendix C. In
each of these second three models the highest resulting CWBs occurred when there was
both high DTC and high DTI, followed by instances of low DTC and high DTI. The
models show instances of high DTC and low DTI as having the third highest resulting
CWBs, and those of low DTC and low DTI as having the lowest resulting CWBs. From
these results, Hypothesis 4 is not supported.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted, and the assumption of homogeneity of variances was
not met (F = 1.28, p < .001). Results (Table 10, Appendix B) showed that there is an
overall significant mean difference among the four DTC/DTI profile means, F (3, 297) =
8.70, p < .001, with an eta-squared of .081, suggesting that 8.1% of the variance on CWB
is accounted for by the profile of high or low combinations of DTC and DTI. However,
when the Welch statistic and Games-Howell post-hoc tests are used, mean CWB differs
significantly across profiles FWelch (3, 63.72) = 9.36, p < .001. Post-hoc tests using the
Games-Howell correction showed that high DTC/high DTI profile (M = 1.44, SD = 0.72)
has significantly higher CWB than all three of the other profiles: the low DTC/low DTI
profile (M = 1.12, SD = 0.14), the low DTC/high DTI profile (M = 1.22, SD = 0.23) and the
high DTC/low DTI profile (M = 1.14, SD = 0.17). The low DTC/high DTI, high DTC/low
DTI, and low DTC/low DTI profiles are not significantly different from each other on their
CWB outcome. From these results, Hypothesis 4 is also not supported.

33

Hypothesis 5 Results
In addition to these analyses, the original continuous data provides opportunity for valuable
insight, and is used in both a moderated regression of the hypothesized relationships by
emotional exhaustion, as well as other exploratory regression analyses. The interactions
between trust and distrust, as well as its sub-dimensions, and positive and negative
employee discretionary behavior are hypothesized to be moderated by emotional
exhaustion, such that it weakens the relationships between attitudes and discretionary
behaviors, and are analyzed through the use of moderated regression analyses. The
interaction of emotional exhaustion with the relationships between trust and OCB, as well
as between distrust and CWB, were tested. A moderated regression analysis showed that
the interaction between overall trust in one’s supervisor (M = 3.82, SD = 0.96) and
emotional exhaustion (M = 2.49, SD = 1.19) in predicting OCBs was significant, b = -.10, p
= .007. The pattern of this significant interaction is shown in Figure 17 within Appendix C.
The slope of the line for the low level of emotional exhaustion is positive and significant (p
= .000), indicating that when resources are available for discretionary decisions to be made
trust will positively relate to OCB, meaning individuals engage in more OCBs when they
have trust in their supervisor then when they don’t have that trust. The slope of the line for
the high level of emotional exhaustion is also positive and significant (p = .000), but less
steep than the line for the low level of emotional exhaustion, indicating that when fewer
resources are available for discretionary decisions to be made trust will still positively
relate to OCB, but in a less potent way. Figure 17 indicates that when there is low trust in
one’s supervisor, despite level of emotional exhaustion, OCB will be lowest. Essentially,
the positive relationship between trust in a supervisor and OCB was shown to be slightly
weaker for individuals of high emotional exhaustion, but ultimately both relationships are
significantly positive. Results of the moderated regression of emotional exhaustion on the
interaction between trust in supervisor and OCB is summarized in Table 11 within
Appendix B.
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The next moderated regression analysis showed that the interaction between trust in one’s
supervisor’s competence (M = 3.94, SD = 0.96) and emotional exhaustion in predicting
OCBs was significant, b = -.11, p = .004. The pattern of this significant interaction is
shown in Figure 18 within Appendix C. The slope of the line for the low level of emotional
exhaustion is positive and significant (p = .000), indicating that when resources are
available for discretionary decisions to be made TC will positively relate to OCB. This
means individuals will engage in more OCBs when they have trust in their supervisor’s
competence than when they don’t have that trust. The slope of the line for the high level of
emotional exhaustion is also significant and positive (p = .000), indicating again that when
there are fewer resources available for discretionary decisions to be made TC will still
positively relate to OCB, but again in a less potent way, as the line is less steep than that of
the low level of emotional exhaustion. Essentially, the positive relationship between TC
and OCB was shown to be only slightly weaker for individuals of high emotional
exhaustion, but still significant.
Further moderated regression analysis also showed that the interaction between trust in
one’s supervisor’s intent (M = 3.69, SD = 1.04) and emotional exhaustion in predicting
OCBs was significant, b = -.09, p = .019. The pattern of this significant interaction is
shown in Figure 19. The slope of the line for the low level of emotional exhaustion is
positive and significant (p = .000), indicating that when resources are available for
discretionary decisions to be made TI will positively relate to OCB. This again means that
individuals engage in more OCBs when they have trust in their supervisor’s intent than
when they don’t have that trust. The slope of the line for the high level of emotional
exhaustion is also significant and positive (p = .000), indicating that when fewer resources
are available for discretionary decisions to be made TI will also positively relate to OCB,
once again in a less potent way due to its less steep nature when compared to the low level
line. Essentially, the positive relationship between TI and OCB was shown to be only
slightly weaker for individuals of high emotional exhaustion, but still significant. The
results of these three moderated regressions lend support to Hypothesis 5a, that emotional
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exhaustion moderates the relationships between trust (and its sub-dimensions) and OCB,
such that it weakens the relationships between these attitudes and positive discretionary
behaviors.
Another moderated regression analysis showed that the interaction between overall distrust
in one’s supervisor (M = 2.12, SD = 0.96) and emotional exhaustion (M = 2.49, SD = 1.19)
in predicting CWBs was not significant, b = -.03, p = .186. The pattern of this nonsignificant interaction is shown in Figure 20 within Appendix C. Although the interaction
was not significant, the graph suggests that the positive relationship between distrust in a
supervisor and CWB was weaker for individuals of low emotional exhaustion. There is a
steeper slope for the line corresponding to a low level of emotional exhaustion (p = .000),
meaning that the relationship between distrust in one’s supervisor and CWBs is stronger
when there is less emotional exhaustion. The slope of the line for the high level of
emotional exhaustion is less steep than that of the low condition (p = .006), but CWB is
still slightly higher overall, indicating that the high presence of emotional exhaustion is
likely also having a direct effect on the negative discretionary decisions made by
employees. As a whole, the relationship between distrust in a supervisor and CWB is still
stronger when there is a low level of emotional exhaustion. Results of the moderated
regression of emotional exhaustion on the interaction between distrust in supervisor and
CWB is summarized in Table 12 within Appendix B. Although the slopes of the lines for
both the high and low levels of emotional exhaustion are significant, the line corresponding
to the low level of emotional exhaustion is more steep in nature, indicating that under
conditions of low emotional exhaustion, distrust is more predictive of CWBs than in a
higher condition of emotional exhaustion. Due to the non-significance of these results,
however, these findings do not technically support Hypothesis 5b.
The next moderated regression analysis showed that the interaction between distrust in
one’s supervisor’s competence (M = 2.05, SD = 0.95) and emotional exhaustion in
predicting CWBs was not significant, b = -.02, p = .398. The pattern of this non-significant
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interaction is shown in Figure 21 within Appendix C. Although the interaction was not
significant, the graph suggests that the positive relationship between distrust in a
supervisor’s competence and CWB was stronger for individuals of low emotional
exhaustion. There is again a steeper slope for the line corresponding to a low level of
emotional exhaustion (p = .000), meaning that the relationship between DTC and CWBs is
stronger when there is less emotional exhaustion. The slope of the line for the high level of
emotional exhaustion is less steep than that of the low condition (p = .006), but CWB is
still slightly higher overall, indicating that the high presence of emotional exhaustion is
likely also having a direct effect on the negative discretionary decisions made by
employees. As a whole, the relationship between DTC and CWB is still stronger when
there is a low level of emotional exhaustion. Results of the moderated regression of
emotional exhaustion on the interaction between DTC and CWB is summarized in Table
12 within Appendix B. Although the slopes of the lines for both the high and low levels of
emotional exhaustion are significant, the line corresponding to the low level of emotional
exhaustion is more steep in nature, again indicating that under conditions of low emotional
exhaustion, distrust (DTC) is more predictive of CWBs than in a higher condition of
emotional exhaustion. Due to the non-significance of these results, however, these findings
do not technically support Hypothesis 5b.
Another moderated regression analysis also showed that the interaction between distrust in
one’s supervisor’s intent (M = 2.19, SD = 1.08) and emotional exhaustion in predicting
CWBs was not significant, b = -.04, p = .086. This further indicates the importance of
distrust in supervisor competence in predicting employee CWBs. The pattern of this nonsignificant interaction is shown in Figure 22 within Appendix C. Once again, there is a
steeper slope for the line corresponding to a low level of emotional exhaustion (p = .000),
meaning that the relationship between DTI and CWBs is stronger when there is less
emotional exhaustion. The slope of the line for the high level of emotional exhaustion is
less steep than that of the low condition (p = .024), but CWB is still slightly higher overall,
indicating that the high presence of emotional exhaustion is likely also having a direct
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effect on the negative discretionary decisions made by employees. As a whole, the
relationship between DTI and CWB is still stronger when there is a low level of emotional
exhaustion. Results of the moderated regression of emotional exhaustion on the interaction
between DTI and CWB is summarized in Table 12 within Appendix B. Although the
slopes of the lines for both the high and low levels of emotional exhaustion are significant,
the line corresponding to the low level of emotional exhaustion once again is more steep in
nature, indicating that under conditions of low emotional exhaustion, distrust (DTI) is more
predictive of CWBs than in a higher condition of emotional exhaustion. The nonsignificance of these three moderated regressions might be due to little difference overall in
the effect of emotional exhaustion on whether or not an employee takes part in CWBs due
to distrust in a supervisor, in one way or another. Due to the non-significance of these
results, however, these findings do not technically support Hypothesis 5b.
From these findings overall, Hypothesis 5a is supported by these results, while Hypothesis
5b is not supported.

Exploratory Analyses
Latent Profile Analysis
Prior to the main hypothesis testing, exploratory latent profile analysis (LPA) was used to
assess whether the sample may be meaningfully categorized based on the profiles of TC/TI
and DTC/DTI that exist. Because the combinations of trust and distrust - as well as their
sub-dimensions - may interact to result in both positive and negative behavioral outcomes,
and the hypothesized results may in fact be the dissimilar to what may occur after all,
exploratory analyses may be useful in understanding the more naturally occurring contexts.
They may also provide insight into the hypothesized combinations, as well as in the event
the hypotheses do not yield significant results or satisfying insight into these interactions
and outcomes. Used within person-centered research, LPA is a latent variable modeling
technique (e.g., Cooper et al., 2020; O’Neil et al., 2016). These “latent profiles” offer the
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advantage of identifying unique homogenous groups according to a particular set of
indicators (Morin et al., 2016). While there is no common standard for deciding the most
optimum class solutions for the latent profile (Tein et al., 2013), researchers often
recommend utilizing a combination of analytic and theoretical rationale while deciding the
best fit solutions for the latent profiles (Spurk et al., 2020). The TidyLPA analytical
package used in R bases these solutions on five indices of fit: AIC, AWE, BIC, CLC, and
KIC (Akogul & Erisoglu, 2017).
First, LPA analysis was conducted using the TidyLPA package in R (Rosenberg et al.,
2018) to identify the distinct trust and distrust sub-dimension profiles. TC, TI, DTC and
DTI were all included in the analyses. The package utilized an analytic hierarchy process,
based upon five indices of fit: AIC, AWE, BIC, CLC, and KIC (Akogul & Erisoglu, 2017).
This was used to determine the best number of classes (profiles) for each model. Four
models were examined, including sub-dimensions of trust and distrust as both scaled and
unscaled variables. From this, the unscaled trust model was determined to work best with
five classes, the unscaled distrust model best with four classes, the scaled trust model best
with four classes, and the scaled distrust model best with six classes.
Despite a best number of profiles being determined through this process, the profiles
themselves may not best represent the contexts hypothesized. When the sub-dimensions of
trust were unscaled, meaning each of the scores pertaining to TC or TI were included in the
model, the five profiles do not exactly match up with the four hypothesized contexts (high
TC and TI, low TC and TI, high TC and low TI, and low TC and high TC). Although there
are representations of profiles with both high TC and TI and with low TC and TI, as well
as a profile closely aligning with high TC and low TI, there is not a profile with a visibly
low degree of TC and high degree of TI. The plot for this model and profiles are included
in Appendix C (Figure 27). When the sub-dimensions of distrust were unscaled, the four
profiles also do not exactly match up with the four hypothesized contexts (high DTC and
DTI, low DTC and DTI, high DTC and low DTI, and low DTC and high DTC). There is
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representation of a profile with high DTC and DTI, as well as one with low DTC and DTI,
but there is not a clear profile with either high DTC and low DTI, or with low DTC and
high DTI, apparent in the model. The plot for this model and profiles are included in
Appendix C (Figure 28).
When the sub-dimensions of trust were scaled, meaning the composites of the subdimension scores were utilized, the four profiles do not exactly match up with the four
hypothesized contexts. There is representation of a profile with high TC and TI, as well as
one with low TC and TI, but there is not a clear profile with either high TC and low TI, or
with low TC and high TI. Rather, there are two profiles in which the sub-dimensions seem
to fall in similar degree to one another in each, both of the profiles remaining in the middle
of the higher and lower degree profiles made apparent. The plot for this model and profiles
are included in Appendix C (Figure 29). When the sub-dimensions of distrust were scaled
the six profiles do not exactly match up with the four hypothesized contexts. Although
there were representations of profiles with both high DTC and DTI and with low DTC and
DTI, as well as a profile closely aligning with low DTC and high DTI, there was not a
profile with a visibly high degree of DTC and low degree of DTI. The plot for this model
and profiles are included in Appendix C (Figure 30). Regardless of the differences between
the profiles obtained through the LPA or those hypothesized and analyzed, these profiles
provide valuable insight into the more naturally occurring groupings, providing possibly
more generalizable results (because the sample was collected randomly, and equal variance
was not assumed, as mentioned prior).

Regression Analyses for Trust and Distrust with Discretionary
Behavior Outcomes
In addition to these analyses, the original continuous data provides opportunity for valuable
insight, and exploratory regression analyses may be used to assess the data, in order to
ensure thorough investigation of hypotheses 3 and 4. Regression analyses were performed
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between the sub-dimensions of trust, and distrust, and the discretionary behavior outcomes
as alternative hypothesis testing to that which was performed and reported above.
First, simple linear regressions between trust in supervisor and OCB, and distrust in
supervisor and CWB, were performed. Results showed that trust significantly predicted
OCB, b = .379, t (299) = 7.59, p < .001, and distrust significantly predicted CWB, b = .167,
t (299) = 5.57, p < .001. Overall trust explained a significant proportion of variance in
OCB, R2 = .16, F (1,299) = 57.66, p < .001, while overall distrust explained a significant
proportion of variance in CWB, R2 = .09, F (1,299) = 30.97, p < .001. Sixteen percent of
the variance in OCB was accounted for by trust in one’s supervisor overall, and nine
percent of the variance in CWB was accounted for by distrust in one’s supervisor overall.
Further multiple regressions were conducted. The first multiple regression had a second
model to examine if trust in supervisor competence and trust in supervisor intent predicted
OCB. TI (M = 3.69, SD = 1.04) did not significantly predict OCB (M = 3.32, SD = 0.91), b
= 0.07, p = .447, but TC (M = 3.94, SD = 0.96) significantly predicted OCB (M = 3.32, SD
= 0.91), b = 0.42, p < .001, as well as the interaction between TC and TI, b = 0.14, p <
.001. This model explained a significant amount of the variance in OCB, about 20%, R2 =
.20, F (2, 298) = 7.59, p < .001. Results are summarized in Table 13 in Appendix B. The
second multiple regression (that of distrust and CWB) had a second model which was
conducted to examine if distrust in supervisor competence and distrust in supervisor intent
predicted CWB. DTI (M = 3.69, SD = 1.04) did not significantly predict CWB (M = 1.28,
SD = 0.52), b = 0.08, p = .077, but DTC (M = 2.05, SD = 0.95) did significantly predict
CWB, b = 0.11, p < .05. The interaction between DTC and DTI did not significantly
predict CWB, b = -0.04, p = .129. This model explained a significant amount of the
variance in CWB, about 10%, R2 = .10, F (2, 298) = 5.57, p < .001. Results are
summarized in Table 14 in Appendix B. While these results verify that there is an impact
from trust in supervisor on OCBs and from distrust in supervisor on CWBs, as well as the
particular impact of the interaction of TC and TI (comprising trust as a whole) on OCBs,
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they do not necessarily support the proposition of differing profiles of high and low subdimensions of trust and distrust and their interactions with discretionary outcomes. This is
because if neither DTC or DTI on their own can account for a significant amount of the
difference in CWB, nor can their interaction, then the profiles in which there are either
high DTC with low DTI, or low DTC with high DTI, are less likely to exist and occur.
Also, although the profile in which there is high TC and low TI may possibly be supported,
these hypotheses (3 & 4) overall are not provided additional support by these analyses.

Analysis of Gender
Exploratory regression analyses may also be used to explore the moderation of trust and
distrust, as well as their sub-dimensions, by both gender or supervisory role of employee
respondents. Moderated regression analyses were performed to investigate the impact of
gender on the relationships between trust and distrust and their discretionary behavior
outcomes. These analyses are not related to any particular proposed hypotheses and were
for pure inquiry. The results of these regressions are summarized in Table 15 and Table 16
in Appendix B. The first of these two moderated regression analyses showed that the
interaction between overall trust in one’s supervisor (M = 3.82, SD = 0.96) and gender (M
= 1.61, SD = 0.50) in predicting OCB was not significant, b = -.13, p = .227, suggesting
there is not a stronger relationship between trust in supervisor and OCBs for either males
or females. The pattern of this non-significant interaction is shown in Figure 23 within
Appendix C. Although this interaction was not significant, the slopes of both the male and
female lines within the graph were significant (p = .000 and p = .038, respectively), and the
lines shows that there are lower levels of OCBs at lower levels of trust for both men and
women. The non-significance of this moderated regression might be due to little difference
overall in the effect of gender on whether or not an employee takes part in OCBs due to
trust in a supervisor, in one way or another.
A second moderated regression analysis showed that the interaction between overall
distrust in one’s supervisor (M = 2.12, SD = 0.96) and gender in predicting CWBs was
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significant, b = -.39, p < .001, suggesting that there is a difference in the relationship
between distrust in one’s supervisor and subsequent CWBs for males and females. The
pattern of this significant interaction is shown in Figure 24 within Appendix C. The slope
of the line for the females is negative and significant (p = .000), indicating that the negative
discretionary decisions made by women are negatively related to distrust in their
supervisor. This means that women engage in more CWBs when they have less distrust in
their supervisor than when they have distrust in them. The slope of the line for males is
positive and significant (p = .000), indicating that negative discretionary behaviors made
by men are positively related to their distrust in a supervisor. This means that men engage
in more CWBs when they have high distrust in their supervisor than when they have lower
distrust in them.
From this significant moderated interaction for gender upon distrust in supervisor and
CWB, we can see that for men higher distrust leads to more CWBs, but for women higher
distrust leads to fewer CWBs. Although not part of the original hypotheses, and therefore
not entirely able to be justified by this evidence, it can be argued that a fear of
consequences could be the cause of these results. For men, they may feel as though they
are able to get away with retaliating behaviors toward their supervisor for being their
untrustworthy, but for women, if they distrust their supervisor they probably feel like it is
even more important that they do not behave out of line, and act as a “good soldier” of
sorts, so they do not invite any further negative behavior from their supervisor.

Analysis of Supervisory Role
Exploratory moderated regression analyses were performed to investigate the impact of
supervisory level on the relationships between trust and distrust and their discretionary
behavior outcomes. These analyses are not related to any particular proposed hypotheses
either, and were also for pure inquiry. The results of these regressions are summarized in
Table 17 and Table 18 in Appendix B. The first of these two moderated regression
analyses showed that the interaction between overall trust in one’s supervisor (M = 3.82,
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SD = 0.96) and supervisory level (M = 1.49, SD = 0.63) in predicting OCB was not
significant, b = .07, p = .427, suggesting there is not a significant difference in the
relationship between trust in supervisor and OCBs at differing levels of supervisor level.
The results of this moderation can be seen in Figure 25 within Appendix C. A second
moderated regression analysis showed that the interaction between overall distrust in one’s
supervisor (M = 2.12, SD = 0.96) and supervisory level in predicting CWBs was not
significant, b = .04, p = .469, suggesting again that there is no difference in the relationship
between distrust in one’s supervisor and subsequent CWBs at varying supervisor level. The
results of this moderation can be seen in Figure 26 within Appendix C.
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Chapter 6
Discussion
Implications of Study
It is pertinent for workplace supervisors to be mindful of their interpersonal relationships
with subordinates, and understanding the possible intricacies and differences between trust
and/or distrust in one’s employees can provide valuable insight. As it was shown that not
only trust and distrust in a supervisor but also their sub-dimensions of trust or distrust in a
supervisor’s competence or intent act distinctly from one another, understanding how these
unique dimensions and sub-dimensions may interact and contribute to behavior in the
workplace may help supervisors to make crucial decisions or communications more
appropriately. Not only may a supervisor be better equipped to handle their interactions
with their subordinates, but they may also be better equipped to improve and promote
effective organizational processing. If a supervisor is able to differentiate between the subdimensions of trust and distrust which are interacting within their relationships to their
employees, then they will be better able to handle the unique minutia of the occurrences; it
would not be effective to alter their behaviors toward a subordinate in relation to that
employee’s distrust if there is an issue with their trust in the supervisor’s ability to perform,
etc.
Although the specific profiles of high and low trust and distrust in supervisor competence
and intent hypothesized were not necessarily supported by the results of this study, the
importance of their possible distinction, as well as the uniqueness of the sub-dimensions at
the very least, is necessary to acknowledge within interpersonal interaction. Also, as the
proposed moderating effect of emotional exhaustion on the impact of both trust and distrust
on discretionary behaviors was found, it is important to acknowledge the practical
implications of this. When an employee is preoccupied emotionally, and unable to expend
any excess resources on discretionary actions or choices, then they may become apathetic
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in pursuance of these behaviors over time, eventually not desiring to overcome the
emotional exhaustion or present their trust or distrust in their supervisor in particular
discretionary ways. This can have juxtaposing implications on the organizational or team
cultures of the employees or supervisors. In terms of OCBs, this can be viewed negatively
as it prevents helpful behaviors, but counterintuitively it also stops employees from acting
on their distrust in terms of CWBs, which could be seen as a benefit. So, when employees
are emotionally exhausted, you get partially conflicting effects - less CWBs, but also less
OCBs. There is also the possibility of emotional contagion effects. Ultimately, the ways in
which supervisors interact and acknowledge their trust relationships with subordinates will
prove to be more involved than once imagined within the workplace.

Limitations of Study Current Study
There are a few limitations which impact the scope of this study. First, the relatively small
sample size, in addition to its random selection, posed difficulty in analyzing the desired
profiles of the trust and distrust sub-dimensions. This not only left certain contexts of
profiles with too low a base rate to investigate (i.e., instances where some of the profiles
had much smaller group samples than others within the same comparison), but it left equal
variance unable to be assumed.
Second, range restriction occurring within the collected data set – which already
underestimates found variance - is further exacerbated by the study’s dichotomization of
variables, therefore reducing variance and inhibiting ability to find significant results. This
could be because any correlation coefficients’ magnitudes are reduced even further as a
result. Lastly, an archival data set was chosen to provide the data for analyses on its own,
thus limiting the possibility of observable interactions to be investigated, and even
hypothesized. As a result, a larger sample could not be collected, nor could the sample be
selected in ways which might have proven beneficial to its analysis as it pertains to this
study. Also, novel variable inclusion could not be pursued as the specific set of variables
was already determined and the measures used by the archival study.
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Future Directions for Research
Suggestions are made for research with and without the current archival data set. Potential
other directions with this data set involve analyses related to trust and distrust, as well as
their sub-dimensions, and their interactions with discretionary behaviors in addition to
supervisor level, tenure, employment status (i.e., part-time, full-time, etc.), job satisfaction,
or other cultural indicators such power distance, tolerance for ambiguity or honor, dignity,
and face.
The current sample was not selected in such a way that specific combinations of TC/TI and
DTC/DTI were sought. Unlimited by the current data set, future research could do more
purposive sampling to try and get at these particular combinations. There has been
previous research demonstrating the relationship of trust in one’s supervisor with
emotional intelligence and workplace outcomes such as organizational commitment or job
satisfaction (Downey et al., 2011), as well as relating to the interactions of personality with
manager trust, OCB and organizational commitment (Sjahruddin et al., 2013). Another
avenue for exploration may pertain to certain jobs or job roles relating to (supervisor) trust;
different jobs require different trust, such as trust in someone for my safety, financial trust,
or other sources and needs for trust. It might be fruitful to examine trust in relationship by
differing industry or job type in future research endeavors. Potential for variables to focus
on outside of the data set include emotional intelligence, personality characteristics, or
even team-level interactions focusing on dyad and team-level performance outcomes,
member deviance or other characteristics of group work, while analyzing trust and distrust,
as well as their sub-dimensions, for their interactions with discretionary behaviors.

Conclusion
This study investigated the distinct dimensional qualities of trust and distrust in an
employee’s supervisor, as well as those of their sub-dimensions - trust or distrust in the
competence or intent of an employee’s supervisor. The possible interactions of profiles
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comprising high and low combinations of these sub-dimensions were analyzed for
interactions with discretionary behaviors (i.e., OCBs and CWBs). The moderating impact
of emotional exhaustion on the interactions of trust and distrust with discretionary
behaviors was investigated as well. Latent profile analysis, confirmatory factor analysis,
analysis of variance and regression were the main statistical analyses utilized. Results show
that trust and distrust in one’s supervisor, as well as each of their respective subdimensions, are distinct dimensionally. Results do not support the profiles of subdimensional trust and distrust as proposed, but do show that emotional exhaustion does
moderate the relationship between trust in supervisor and OCBs, as well as the relationship
between distrust in supervisor and CWBs. These findings pose pertinent implications for
leader-member exchange and communication, as well as their outcomes, in addition to
future research directions which may expand upon the impact of trust (and distrust) within
interpersonal relationships.
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Appendix A
Measures
Trust (TI/TC) and Distrust (DTI/DTC) Metric
16-item Measure of (Dis)trust in Supervisor Competence and Intent (Wildman et al., in
progress).
Likert Scale (1-5, 1 = not at all, 5 = very much so)
Prompt: Regarding your supervisor, to what extent do you feel…
Trust in Competence
1.

Assured that they will make intelligent decisions?

2.

Certain that they will perform well?

3.

Confident in their ability to complete a task?

4.

Faith that they can do the task at hand?

Trust in Intent
5.

Positive that they will try and do what is best for the team?

6.

Convinced that you can rely on them to try their hardest?

7.

Confident that they will do as he/she says?

8.

Confident that they will try to do things that benefit the team?

Distrust in Competence
9.

Compelled to keep tabs on them to be sure things get done?

10. Afraid that they will make a mistake?
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11. Worried that they will do something wrong?
12. Paranoid that they will fail?
Distrust in Intent
13. Afraid that they will purposefully do something that isn’t helpful?
14. Suspicious about their reasons behind certain decisions?
15. Cautious about their intentions for the team?
16. Nervous that they will betray you?
Wildman, J. L., Thayer, A. L., Fiore, S. M., & Salas, E. (in progress). Interpersonal trust
and distrust at work: Scale validation and theoretical explanation. Targeted for
Organizational Research Methods.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) Metric
16-item Measure of Positive Employee Discretionary Behavior (OCB-I, OCB-O
Likert Scale (1-5, 1 = never, 5 = always)
Rating Scale: Please indicate how often you engage in the following behaviors
1.

Never

2.

Sometimes

3.

About half the time

4.

Most of the time

5.

Always

1.

Help others who have been absent.

2.

Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems.

Items:
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3. Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for
time off.
4.

Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group.

5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most
trying business or personal situations.
6.

Give up time to help others who have work or nonwork problems.

7.

Assist others with their duties.

8.

Share personal property with others to help their work.

9.

Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.

10. Keep up with developments in the organization.
11. Defend the organization when other employees criticize it.
12. Show pride when representing the organization in public.
13. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.
14. Express loyalty toward the organization.
15. Take action to protect the organization from potential problems.
16. Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization.
Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace
deviance: The role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131142. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131

Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) Metric
16-item Measure of Negative Employee Discretionary Behavior (CWB)
Likert Scale (1-5, 1 = never, 5 = every day)
Rating Scale: How often have you done each of the following things on your present job
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1.

Never

2.

Once or twice

3.

Once or twice per month

4.

Once or twice per week

5.

Every day

1.

Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies.

2.

Purposely did your work incorrectly.

3.

Came to work late without permission.

4.

Stayed home from work and said you were sick when you weren’t.

5.

Purposely damaged a piece of equipment or property.

6.

Purposely dirtied or littered your place of work.

7.

Stolen something belonging to your employer.

8.

Started or continued a damaging or harmful rumor at work.

9.

Been nasty or rude to a client or customer.

Items:

10. Purposely worked slowly when things needed to get done.
11. Taken a longer break than you were allowed to take.
12. Purposely failed to follow instructions.
13. Left work earlier than you were allowed to. ??
14. Insulted someone about their job performance.
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15. Made fun of someone’s personal life.
16. Took supplies or tools home without permission. ??
17. Put in to be paid for more hours than you worked.
18. Took money from your employer without permission.
19. Ignored someone at work.
20. Please select "Once or Twice" for this item.
21. Blamed someone at work for error you made.
22. Started an argument with someone at work.
23. Stole something belonging to someone at work.
24. Verbally abused someone at work.
25. Made an obscene gesture (the finger) to someone at work.
26. Threatened someone at work with violence.
27. Threatened someone at work, but not physically.
28. Said something obscene to someone at work to make them feel bad.
29. Did something to make someone at work look bad.
30. Played a mean prank to embarrass someone at work.
31. Looked at someone at work’s private mail/property without permission.
32. Hit or pushed someone at work. ??
33. Insulted or made fun of someone at work.
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Spector, P. E., Fox, S., Penney, L. M., Bruursema, K., Goh, A., & Kessler, S. (2006). The
dimensionality of counterproductivity: Are all counterproductive behaviors created equal?
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68(3), 446-460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.10.005

Emotional Exhaustion Metric
9-item Inventory of Employee Burnout (MBI, 1986)
Likert Scale (1-5, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)
Rating Scale:
1.

Strongly Disagree

2.

Somewhat Disagree

3.

Neither Agree nor Disagree

4.

Somewhat Agree

5.

Strongly Agree

1.

I feel emotionally drained from my work.

2.

I feel used up at the end of the workday.

3.

I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day.

4.

Working with people all day is really a strain for me.

5.

I feel burned out from my work.

6.

I feel frustrated by my job.

7.

I feel like I am working too hard on my job.

8.

Working with people directly puts too much stress on me.

9.

I feel like I’m at the end of my rope.

Items:
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Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., Leiter, M. P., Schaufeli, W. B., & Schwab, R. L. (1986).
Maslach burnout inventory (Vol. 21, pp. 3463-3464). Consulting Psychologists Press.
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Appendix B
Tables: Results of Statistical Analyses
Table 1: Participant Demographics and Other Characteristics
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Table 2: Means, SD and Interactions Among Study Variables
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Table 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results

Table 4: Factorial ANOVA Results of Median Split Categories of TC and TI on OCB
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Table 5: Factorial ANOVA Results of Extreme Categories of TC and TI on OCB

Table 6: Factorial ANOVA Results of Equal Group Categories of TC and TI on OCB
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CWB

Table 10: ANOVA: Differences in OCB and CWB across High & Low SubDimension Profiles
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Table 11: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis: Trust in Supervisor, TC, TI
and EE on OCB
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Table 12: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis: Distrust in Supervisor, DTC,
DTI and EE on CWB
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Table 13: Summary of Exploratory Regression Analyses for Trust in Supervisor, TC,
TI, and OCB

Table 14: Summary of Exploratory Regression Analyses for Distrust in Supervisor,
DTC, DTI, and CWB
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Table 15: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis for Trust in Supervisor and
Gender on OCB

Table 16: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis for Distrust in Supervisor and
Gender on CWB
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Table 17: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis for Trust in Supervisor and
Supervisory Role on OCB

Table 18: Summary of Moderated Regression Analysis for Distrust in Supervisor and
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Appendix C
Figure: Results of Statistical Analyses
Figure 1: Theoretical Multiple Moderation Model between TC, TI, and EE predicting
OCBs
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Figure 2: Integration of Trust in Supervisor Competence and Intent

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence; OCB =
Organizational Citizenship Behavior.
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Figure 3: Theoretical Multiple Moderation Model between DTC, DTI, and EE
predicting CWBs
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Figure 4: Integration of Distrust in Supervisor Competence and Intent

Note: DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence;
CWB = Counterproductive Work Behavior.
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Figure 5: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Single-Factor Trust-Distrust Model

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence; DTI =
Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.

Figure 6: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Two-Factor Trust & Distrust Model

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence; DTI =
Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 7: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Single-Factor Trust Model

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence.

79
Figure 8: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Two-Factor Trust Model

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 9: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Single-Factor Distrust Model

Note: DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 10: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for a Two-Factor Distrust Model

Note: TI = DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 11: Factorial ANOVA Results of Median Split Categories of TC and TI on
OCB

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 12: Factorial ANOVA Results of Extreme High & Low Split Categories of TC
and TI on OCB

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence.

84
Figure 13: Factorial ANOVA Results of Equal Group Categories of TC and TI on
OCB

Note: TI = Trust in Supervisor Intent; TC = Trust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 14: Factorial ANOVA Results of Median Split Categories of DTC and DTI on
CWB

Note: DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 15: Factorial ANOVA Results of Extreme High & Low Categories of DTC and
DTI on CWB

Note: DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 16: Factorial ANOVA Results of Equal Group Categories of DTC and DTI on
CWB

Note: DTI = Distrust in Supervisor Intent; DTC = Distrust in Supervisor Competence.
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Figure 17: Interaction between Trust in Supervisor and Emotional Exhaustion on
OCB
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Figure 18: Interaction between Trust in Supervisor Competence and Emotional
Exhaustion on OCB
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Figure 19: Interaction between Trust in Supervisor Intent and Emotional Exhaustion
on OCB
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Figure 20: Interaction between Distrust in Supervisor and Emotional Exhaustion on
CWB
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Figure 21: Interaction between Distrust in Supervisor Competence and Emotional
Exhaustion on CWB
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Figure 22: Interaction between Distrust in Supervisor Intent and Emotional
Exhaustion on CWB
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Figure 23: Interaction between Trust and Gender on Organizational Citizenship
Behavior
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Figure 24: Interaction between Distrust and Gender on Counterproductive Work
Behavior
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Figure 25: Interaction between Trust and Supervisory Role on Organizational
Citizenship Behavior
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Figure 26: Interaction between Distrust and Supervisory Role on Counterproductive
Work Behavior
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Figure 27: Latent Profile Analysis Results for Un-scaled Trust Sub-Dimensions
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Figure 28: Latent Profile Analysis Results for Un-scaled Distrust Sub-Dimensions
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Figure 29: Latent Profile Analysis Results for Scaled Trust Sub-Dimensions
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Figure 30: Latent Profile Analysis Results for Scaled Distrust Sub-Dimensions

